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b.) Remarks 

Claims 1-8 and 17-20 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8, 17, 19, 
and 20 have been amended in various particulars as indicated hereinabove. Claims 9-16 
have been cancelled. 

Claims 1-8 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Wolfgang (SPIE, Vol. 2906, Microrobotics: Components and Applications). Also, 
Claims 17-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Wolfgang. 

The pending rejections were premised on a certain definition of the word 
"attached" and an interpretation of the claims. 

The foregoing amendments replace "attached" with —bonded--. They also make it 
clear that optical system aligner mechanically adjusts the relative positions of the optical 
components , which have been bonded to the optical benches by the pick-and-place 
machine . 

These changes will moot arguments relating to the interpretation of the claims that 
form the basis for the pending rejections 

On page 4 of the pending Supplemental Examiner's Answer contains a new 
rejection of the claims. Specifically, claims 17-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
second paragraph as being indefinite. 

The argument that claim 17 is indefinite is: 

the m\ enuon in the instant ^abt. jppathms have ftuled to disease the idsntit} c f the 

con espoudmg structures thai oorrecipymJ to th - means-ptus -function limitations Th it is. ths. 

eofrvisj>»ii<htig siructtsie 3<; wif\5rt.-> one of ordinaiy skill m the <mi«wiiiuj the specification 

Claim 17 has the following means-plus-function limitation: 
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means for characterizing the positions of the optical 
components attached to the optical benches, and for mechanically 
adjusting the relative positions of the optical components attached 
to the benches. 

The new rejection seems inconsistent when considered in light of the arguments 
presented in the Supplemental Examiner's Answer. Specifically, on page 9, the 
Supplemental Examiner's Answer provides: 

where Wolfgang iissebses structure that performs the claimed function With respect to the 
clum H hraUhon el "rre-mt ta ch&ax zit.g ftk jwsi'Mm of Ik optica! vomponc.it*. attjw heJ 
lo tiu optu.<*l l><.")cU^ " W jiUi 3f lose*; ( -ee Vvoltgaji^, ioction * 2) a Mowim. .o'hmdtea 
1 i,n beam ami <iii optica ^tig ihat petliumi, which char* Itmes the poMUures oj Jie uptuaf 
codiff^nmte «U<hJki tk the oit ca[ htm hes S ^miii K cvirmnn tauls. Am MUem ni Wolf^snj; 
fhnaioiiM ) *uh ^Utims'lU thj <>i*ne v.j\ im {b<i HorJiiit; system in \ppelLmt >' iruemoi in 
Ippeliants imciit'ott a lavr xad (.orRs.pt name, L s«r JeteJor, which opiates .ifle- 1x online is, 
ti^j to daomau v-hctuer tSus.onijXiiMtc-ptJfcji) uhyied (Appellants' specification pa^c 
26 tn&tpj'agi<roh .mi.! sec ^civxalW VppcShnt- spmltwhon pi^t; i'3 fourth p,jjgj^ph) Tn 

Later on page 9 bridging to page 10, the Supplemental Examiner's Answer further 
provides: 

aligned (Wolfgang et a!., section 5.3, second full paragraph). While it is tnie that the 
cbarscterSxing system of Wolfgang does not functloa in exactly the same way as the 
characterizing system in the instant case, the cummer ! mds that the two systems still meet the 
test for equivalence under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, sixth paragraph as they both: still taction is 
substantially the same way. That is, it is the exarmiifir's position that merely because Appellants' 

In short the Supplemental Examiner's Answer outlined "the identity of the corresponding 
structures that correspond to the means-plus-function limitations". 

It is the contention that one skilled in the art would possess the same level of 
insight as demonstrated in the Pending Answer. 
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Withdrawal of this rejection is requested. 



Applicants believe that the present application is in condition for allowance. A 
Notice of Allowance is respectfully solicited. Should any questions arise, the Examiner 
is encouraged to contact the undersigned. 



Respectfully submitted, 



By /grant houston/ 
J. Grant Houston 
Registration No.: 35,900 
Tel.: 781 863 9991 
Fax: 781 863 9931 

Lexington, Massachusetts 02421 
Date: January 16, 2007 
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